of human experience and behavior.
In practice, however, the question
often becomes, as it does with Green-
wald, What selected phenomena can
support my theory? The touchstone
here is no longer observable reality.
Theory is no longer just the best tool
for achieving convergence between
phenomena and concepts, but is an
end in itself; experiments are no
longer just the best method for testing
convergence, but become an effort to
prove oneself right. Just what Green-
wald says, one might think, But not
quite. For being able to say it and to
see its limitations makes it possible at
least to consider - escapes from the
trap; there is, after all, a rational ego,
too, even if it is less powerful than the
totalitarian one, even if its emergence
is prompted by irrational factors.

One can look, for example, at
Greenwald’s impressive experimental
evidence with a different eye and,
reverting to the basic question of psy-
chology, note that every single exper-
iment contains some recalcitrant per-
sons who refute the experimental
hypothesis. Results are never unani-
mous; some 60% will often do for sta-
tistical significance, while 40% are
excluded from the realm of psycho-
logical explanation as “random er-
rors.”” But the latter, too, survive ge-
netically and deserve explanation.
The great advances in statistical tech-
niques often disguise the not-hypoth-
esis-confirming minority to the naked
eye. It hardly needs saying that such
techniques are invaluable, just as the-
ory and experiments are—in their
place. It would be quite easy to pre-
céde a sophisticated analysis of co-
variance or factor analysis by simple
descriptive statistics that recognize
persons before dissolving them into
variables, thus drawing attention to
those who remain unexplained and
deserve further study. But this has
become almost infra dig.

George Orwell and Hannah Ar-
endt, whom Greenwald quotes ap-
parently so appropriately, were per-
sons whose lives were devoted to
unmasking self-aggrandizement, fal-
sification of history, and conservatism,
I did not know them well enough to
judge the relative sizes of their total-
itarian and their rational egos, but I

am convinced that they had both and
that their achievements were the re-
sult of experiencing conflict, not of
denying it.

If Greenwald’s powerful exposition
were to result in the production of
many more experimental demonstra-
tions of the genetic necessity for the
totalitarian ego that disregard con-
flicting evidence, psychology, in its
modest way, could contribute to sub-
merging the rational ego. But his
funny and disarming acknowledg-
ments lead me to believe that he
knows he has got hold of only one leg
of . the elephant, not of the whole
beast.

REFERENCE

Greenwald, A. G. The totalitarian ego:
Fabrication and revision of personal his-
tory. American Psychologist, 1980, 35,
603-618.

Implicit Editorial Policies
and the Integrity of
Psychology
as an Empirical Science
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Samelson (July 1980) illustrates once
again the shaky empirical foundation
of psychology and reaffirms the need
for critical analysis and replication.
What should worry every psycholo-
gist is that the Watson and Burt epi-
sodes may not be isolated cases. Sa-
melson warns, “To shrug them off as
unfortunate accidents of the past seems
too easy and ignores their impact on
the world beyond the scientific dis-
cipline” (p. 623).

To provide some basis for the above
concern, I must make the painful dis-
closure that in the past few years, in
numerous experiments, I have failed
to replicate some of the widely ac-
cepted findings enshrined in psychol-
ogy textbooks and have also learned
of several other investigators with
similar experiences. This is not the
place to report all my failures in rep-
lication, but I do believe that it is just
a matter of time before more episodes
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similar to those of Watson and Burt
come to light, further corroding the
empirical foundation of psychology.

I have repeatedly asked myself
these perplexing and distressing ques-
tions: Why is it so difficult to replicate
findings in psychology? Who is re-
sponsible for the failure of internal
criticism and replication? What can
be done to safeguard the integrity of
psychology as an empirical science?
Perhaps the first step toward answer-
ing these questions is to examine crit-
ically the social process of psychology
research enterprise as Samelson sug-
gests.

Since éditors of major journals play
a key role in the social process of psy-
chology, their explicit as well as im-
plicit editorial policies may have con-
tributed to the present crisis of
integrity that psychology faces. Sa-
melson implicates a lack of internal
criticism and the editorial policies
against negative criticism. It could be
argued, however, that an overly crit-
ical and negative editorial policy also
contributes to this crisis. An intricate
set of social factors may predispose an
editor to adopt either a very critical
or a less than critical editorial policy.
Since both of these extremes are sel-
dom explicitly stated, their detrimen-
tal effects on psychology typically go
undetected; this is especially true with
regard to the case of stringent internal
criticism. Here, I present the case that
an overly critical editorial policy does
not serve psychology well. T also at-
tempt to identify some of the factors
that may be responsible for both kinds
of harmful implicit editorial policies.

Editors of major journals explicitly
demand a high standard for publi-
cation. This is a laudable policy. Un-
fortunately, a high standard is often
implieitly interpreted as perfection.
An editor’s demand for perfect and
flawless research may bias him or her
to gloss over the strengths of a manu-
script and focus on faultfinding. Un-
like the physical sciences, many areas
of psychological research do not have
widely accepted standard paradigms
and procedures. Since perfection is in
the eyes of the beholder, it is not dif-
ficult to find fault with procedural
details. A manuscript that deals with
an important issue and reports signif-



icant findings may be rejected purely
o procedural grounds. A person with
a highly critical and skeptical eye may
even “‘find bones in a piece of a bean
cake,” as the Chinese saying goes. If
the editor can find or concoct a long
enough list of “flaws” in the proce-
dure to cast doubts on the findings,
he or she could easily reach a decision
of rejection. )

In order not to run the risk of being
pinned down on certain specifics of
procedures, researchers soon learn
that it is far safer to make the de-
scription of procedure brief and eryp-
tic. A more gquestionable reporting
practice is the omission of procedural
details that have been unfairly criti-
cized. If one does not want to see a
few years of solid research effort go
down the drain simply because of a
few minor procedural details, it be-
comes very tempting to omit the
points of contention in resubmission
to another journal. Both reporting
practices necessarily contribute to the
difficulty of replication by other in-
vestigators, -

The unreasonable demand for per-
fection often also means that incon-
sistént or negative findings are looked
upon with disfavor. To increase the
likelihood of publication, the best
strategy is to report selectively only
those portions of data protocol that are
consistent and significant. Such “data
fudging” may be more commonplace
than is suspected. Field research would
establish how widespread these ques-
tionable reporting practices are and
whether they are motivated by a per-
ception of editorial policy as demand-
ing perfection-and focusing on fault-
finding, i

The tendency to be unduly critical
can vary from individual to individ-
ual. However, there are certain social
and attitudinal factors that may pre-
dispose a person to insist on perfection
with a vengeance. For example, one
is likely to be unduly critical when
one does not approve of certain areas
or certain paradigms of research. This
negative attitude may be determined
by one’s own biases or by one’s sub-
jective reading of the-tides of the
times. Further, one is likely to be un-
reasonably critical when a manuscript
questions one’s own theory or find-

ings. For instance, Samelson writes
that “part of the irony of this issue is
that our two protagonisis (and their
followers) were very insistent on the
objectivity and solidity of their sci-
ence, as against the muddleheaded-
ness of some of their opponents” (p.
623). Such ego-defensiveness, rein-
forced by an editorial policy that is
generally biased against the publica-
tion of negative findings, has contrib-
uted to the perpetuation of the “half-
truths” and “untruths” that have found
their way into the literature.

It is my plea that editors and re-
viewers soften their insistence on per-
fection in paradigms or procedures.
Their obsession with faultfinding may
not only have discouraged many tal-
ented investigators from further re-
search but also encouraged various

questionable practices in reporting. I -

also urge editors and reviewers to
guard against those unscholarly fac-
tors that may predispose them to
adopt an unreasonably critical stance
in reviewing manuscripts.

I now turn to Samelson’s concern
with the failure of internal criticism.
Curiously, the same editor I have just
described, under a different set of
conditions, may be guilty of not being
critical enough, This double standard
is closely linked to the social process
of research enterprise. Here, I discuss
only the problem of faddism, which
is best described in the APA Publi-
cation Manual: “The field of psy-
chology is occasionally marked by
surges of enthusiasm. for a new scale
or technique. Publication begets pub-
lication until, inexplicably, enthusi-
asm wanes and the tidal wave sub-
sides” (APA, 1974, p. 22).

The “explosion” of publication that
follows the discovery of a new tech-
nique or phenomenon may be due to
the widespread interest it generates
among investigators. However, it is
also likely that in the tidal wave of
enthusiasm, editors and reviewers alike
may forget to ask hard questions and
look only for merits, to the neglect of
flaws, in reviewing manuscripts that
support the new discovery. Easy and
frequent publication undoubtedly en-
courages more people to join the “hit
parade” and begets more publication,
Critical voices raised by a few indi-

viduals are either muffled or ignored.
The psychology community regains
its critical faculty only when the ini-
tial wave of excitement has tapered
off. A connection between faddism
and failure of internal criticism could
be and should be thoroughly docu-
mented by historians of psychology.
Samelson’s article has already pro-
vided some rather convincing evi-
dence.

Zeitgeist, the social network of re-
searchers, funding priorities, and the
inherent appeal of a discovery all con-
tribute to faddism. As a social move-
ment, faddism may even determine
the powers that be. When the leadets
of the movement are in control of the
major journals, the safeguard of in-
ternial criticism is in jeopardy. Failure
of this important safeguard encour-
ages slipshod or even fraudulent re-
search. But there are no easy solutions
to the problem of faddism. Exposing
its potential dangers, as Samelson at-
tempts to do, may help to cure psy-
chology of its incessant infatuation
with fads and fashions.

I have described two kinds of im-
plicit editorial policies and their po-
tentially damaging effects on psy-
chology. As an empiricist, I suggest
that given the same manuscript, one
could demonstrate that the policy of
focusing on faultfinding increases the
likelihood of its rejection, whereas the
policy of focusing on merits increases
the likelihood of its acceptance. It
might also be possible to establish em-
pirically how prevalent these unde-
sirable practices are and whether the
adoption of either editorial policy is
influenced by the various social fac-
tors described earlier.

Since these implicit editorial poli-
cies are enmeshed in the social process
of psychology, we should heed Sa-
melson’s call for greater understand-
ing of this process. The future of psy-
chology may depend on it.
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